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June 4, 1980
Honorable Louis J. Papan
Chairman, Joint Committee on
Rules
Room 3016, State Capitol
Dear Assemblyman Papan:
Enclosed is the Citizens' Advisory Committee on Alternatives to
Incarceration Report to the legislature pursuant to Chapter 1135,
Statutes of 1979 (SB 196 - Presley), which established the committee.
The committee supervised the execution of three studies required
by Chapter 1135, examining issues of prison and alternative housing for
California felons, alternative to incarceration and California's sentencing laws. The results of these studies prepared by Arthur Young and
Company, the National Council on Crime and Delinquency, and Arthur D.
little, Inc., have been previously submitted to the Citizen's Advisory
Committee, the Joint Rules Committee and other interested persons.
During the last ten days, the committee considered these three
reports and the Facilities Reguirements Plan prepared by the Department
of Corrections. The Committee's report and recommendations were based
on these and other pertinent documents.
We feel that the recommendations developed by the committee can
contribute to the development of a correctional system that would protect the public, as well as provide improved housing, facilities, and
programs for California felons at lower costs than those specified in
the Department of Corrections• current facilities requirement plan.
Most of our recommendations build upon policies now being considered and
developed by the Department of Corrections. We feel that the
legislature and others interested in corrections should support these
reemphases and policies by the Department. However, as our findings and
recommendations indicate we believe that these changes should be
extended beyond the Department's current plans. We hope that the
committee's work will assist the legislature in dealing with these
matters.
Thank you for letting us have the opportunity to assist the
legislature.
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Foreword
The following pages contain the recommendations of the Citizens'
Advisory Committee on Alternatives to Incarceration.

The Committee,

appointed by the Joint Rules Committee of the Legislature, met for the
first time in an all-day meeting in San Francisco, on March 4, 1980. At
that time, Assemblyman Elihu M. Harris, the original author of the bill
establishing the Committee, outlined the intent of the legislation for

•

fifteen members of the Committee, many of whom had never met before •
At nine additional meetings, the members of the Committee read
thousands of pages of recommendations. statistics, charts, and philosophical statements.

The Committee listened attentively to Howard Way,

the Corrections Agency Secretary; Senator Robert Presley; staff of the
Assembly Ways and Means Committee; staff of the Assembly Criminal
Justice Committee; and the representatives of the consultation firms of
Arthur D. little, Arthur Young, and the National Council on Crime and
Delinquency.

Staff and consultants from the Department of Corrections

outlined their ten-year master plan with the aid of a slide show.
During the first meeting, members of the Committee expressed deep

•

concerns about the ethnic composition of the prison population, which
at the present time is well over 60 percent Black and Hispanic.

The

members speculated on the reason for that disturbing fact briefly, but
time constraints required the Committee to concentrate on the assigned
task of reporting to the legislature on inmate housing, alternatives to
incarceration, and an evaluation of determinate sentencing.
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FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE COMMITTEE
A. CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES
1)

We find that the present population of the Department of
Corrections equals or exceeds its existing housing capacity and
that the excess in population over capacity will increase
substantially through 1985.

•

2)

We find that prison populations in future years cannot be predicted precisely, but that the 1985 inmate population is likely
to exceed the Department of Corrections' existing housing capacity by around 2,500 inmates and that the population excess
could be as little as 2.000 inmates and as great as 5,500 inmates.

3)

We find that the Department of Corrections' existing facilities
and their plan for construction of new facilities overemphasize
medium and maximum security prisons; that many inmates represent
relatively low security risks; and that the Department's
greatest need is for greater minimum security housing for male
felons.

4) As our highest priority we recommend that each inmates within
the Department of Corrections be placed in the lowest
appropriate security for him/her, including camps, community
pre-release facilities, and community placement centers; that
all classification levels and types of Department programs and
facflities be available to physically, mentally and developmentally disabled inmates.
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industry, construction, farm work and/or full time educational
programs.

Inmate participation in work and education programs

should be encouraged through meaningful incentives and rewards
that include but are not limited to substantially increased pay
and expanded good-time credit for work.
9)

We recommend that the Legislature and the Department of
Corrections substantially expand prison industries, construction, work and farm programs so that all inmates have an oppor-

II

tunity for full time employment and that such expansion take
note of and be guided by the Arthur Young and Co. evaluation of
the Department of Corrections• Correctional Industries
Commission Report.
10) We recommend that the Legislature and the Department of
Corrections consider expanding work time credit for participation in work and/or educational programs from one month
per year to three months per year; that this credit be given
I

only for actual full-time work in a camp, prison industry,
construction, farm, work or educational program; that this work
credit be expanded only when the Department has developed full

I

time work opportunities for all inmates; and that the good-time
credit for good behavior be maintained at three months per year.
11)

We recorranend that the Legislature suhstantially increase the pay
ceiling for inmates of the Department of Corrections for work in
camps, prison industries, construction, farms and work programs.
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b)

Development of a plan for expansion of present facilities
and creation of new community facilities to house 700 inmates
by January 1, 1981 and 3,300 inmates by June 30, 1985.
These facilities can include both those administered
directly by the Department and those administered by local
and federal agencies and private organizations through
contracts with the Department.

•

c)

Contracting with local governmental agencies, federal agencfes and private organizations to administer community placement facilities.

d) Administration of any community placement facilities that
the Department of Corrections itself directly administers.
e)

Supervision of all community placement facilities housing
Department of Corrections inmates.

f)
I

Monitoring the adjustment and behavior of each inmate placed
in community placement facilities.

g)

Reporting annually to the Director of Corrections and the
legislature on the status of the community placement
program.

16)

We recommend that substandard Department of Corrections facilities rated as custody Level IV (maxirnum security) be renovated,
replaced or eliminated; that the construct;on of new level IV
facilities to replace substandard facilities be phased in over
time; that all reconstruction or construction of facilities
5
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time of release.
Regardless of the methodology used by the Department, it should
be fully documented so that assumptions, procedures, and data
input can be widely understood.
B.

Classification
20)

We recommend that the Department of Corrections implement a
comprehensive, computerized data system that includes

infor~

mation about positive prison adjustment, prison disciplinary
records and recidivism; that this data system be used to refine
the Department's existing classification system.
21)

We recommend that state funds be provided to local correctional
and law enforcement agencies to give them the capacity to
classify inmates going from their system to the Department of
Corrections.

Classifications developed by local agencies should

become a key part of the classification system developed by the
Department.
22)

We recorrmend that the Department of Corrections new c1 assification system be analyzed in depth to produce a more objective
list of factors and weighting scheme for those factors and a
more objective cut-off level between custody levels; that the
classification system recognize that physically, mentally and
developmentally disabled persons can appropriately be placed in
any classification level.
7

23)

We recommend that the classifi

ion of each inmate be reevalu-

ated at least every six months.
24)

We recommend that the Department of Corrections regularly reevaluate its classification system and during such reevaluation
attempt to modify its system to reduce the number of inmates
classified as Level IV (maximum risk).
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Corrections report annually
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C. Other Alternatives
26}

We recommend that the legislature provide more funds to county
agencies to develop and administer local

and other 1

programs that could serve as alternatives to prison sentences;
and that AB 90 be amended to require that a specific proportion
of subvention

provided to programs for adult felons or

s

that other 1

s1ation provide necessary support for those

programs.
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a) The conditions of Department of Corrections' prisons, county
jails and community placement facilities and the standards
that should be applied to those facilities.
b)

The integration and possible combined use of state and
county correctional facilities.

c)

The adequacy of the California Judicial Council rules for
sentencing in the Superior Court.

d)

The development of an advisory commission to examine likley
impacts of proposed sentencing statutes and to develop a
recommended sentencing structure, based upon the Committee's
identification of sentencing objectives.

29)

We recommend that the legislature appoint a commission to determine what standards should be applied to California prison,
jail and community correctional facilities; that the legislature
mandate compliance with these standards and that the Commission
monitor compliance with those standards and other state and
federal laws and regulations mandating access to facilities and
programs for disabled persons.

The adoption of standards is a

matter of extreme urgency.
30)

We recommend that the Department of Corrections initiate an
aggressive information program specifically oriented towards
advising the officials and citizens of California of the present
status of California prisons, characteristics of the prison
population, alternative approaches to the problem and proposed
plans for managing the present crises.
9
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REPORT OF

COMMITTEE

The Citizens Advisory Committee on Alternatives to Incarceration
was created by the California Legislature to aid in its decisions
regarding construction of new state prisons, development of alternative
means of dealing with felons and modification of provisions for the
sentencing of convicted felons.

By statute, the committee was directed

to supervise three studies mandated by the legislature:

{1) a study of

alternative means of housing sentenced felons (conducted by Arthur Young
and Company); (2) a study of alternatives to incarcerating felons
(conducted by the National Council on Crime and Delinquency (NCCD); and
(3) a study comparing California's determinate sentence law with the
previous indeterminate sentence law and considering the adoption of a
sentencing commission (conducted by Arthur

o. little, Inc.). Each of

these studies was to be completed within 110 days of its initiation.
The committee was directed to report to the legislature within 10 days
thereafter its conclusions on the issues presented in the studies.

The

committee's conclusions and recommendations are contained herein.
THE CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE
The committee is comprised of fifteen persons each of whom has had
substantial experience with correctional issues within California and
shares the Legislature's concern about the importance of these issues.
The committee's membership reflects a broad diversity of experience in
corrections and in views on correctional issues. The attached roster of
committee members and relevant affiliations reveals the committee's
heterogeneity.

Despite wide differences of individual views the

committee agrees there are convicted felons who must be incarcerated;
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Within a year the Department's populations are expected to exceed
its capacity.2 Overcrowded condtions will worsen through 1985. Both
Arthur Young and the Department of Corrections project more than 26,000
inmates by that year (Arthur Young, 26,456; Department, 26,980).3
Arthur Young predicts continuing, but notably smaller, increases in
population thereafter, reaching 27,534 by 1990.4
From the foregoing, the committee has drawn the following

•

conclusions:
1)

Projections provide a reasonable estimate of the range of

future popu1ation.5

(We can expect and plan for a population within a

projected range.)
2) The number of inmates in the Department of Corrections will
exceed the present capacity next year and the increase will continue
throughout the decade.

By 1985, the prison population is likely to

exceed present capacity by around 2,500 inmates, but could be anywhere
I

from 2,000 to 5,500 over present capacity.6 The Legislature must deal
with this excess population either through development of alternative
placements of felons and/or construction of new prisons.

I

3)

The projections include the offsetting effects of the recent

Sage decision by the California Supreme Court and the effects of the
Beverly Bill (SB 1236).7 Pending or future legislation mandating prison
terms or increasing the length of prison sentences will further increase
the prison population excess; pending legislation expanding the work
furlough program (AB 2849) would not reduce the population, but it would
create additional nonprison facilities for part of this population.8
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crimes.lS Now, with increased commitments since 1975, a greater
portion of incoming inmates are sentenced for property crimes.

In 1975,

over half of new inmates were sentenced for violent crimes; in 1979 over
half were sentenced for a property crime.l6
The Department of Corrections recognizes that most inmates represent relatively low risks of escape or of violence to other inmates and
staff.
I

The Department has developed a new, objective procedure for

classfying inmates. Using this new procedure, the department determined
that 40 percent of present inmates were in the lowest of the four
custody levels (i.e., minimum) and 60 percent were in the lowest two
levels.17 This classification procedure is still being developed and
the "cut-off levels" used to define classification levels are
arbftrary.18 Nevertheless, the classification scores reported by the
Department show that most male inmates have low risk classification
scores and only a small percent have high risk scores.19
The committee concludes on the basis of this information that a
substantial proportion of inmates in the custody of the Department of
Corrections could be placed in minimum custody facilities, camps or in
appropriately supervised halfway houses, work furlough programs or other
community-based placements.
The committee believes that the new classification system developed
by the Department represents a substantial improvement over its past
practices.

The Department should continue to develop this method.

As

an important element of this continued development, the department
should more systematically collect information about inmates' positive

15

characteristics, disciplinary records in
after release.

prison~

and their recidivism

The Department then might be able to develop either a

single or separate classification procedures for selecting inmates both
for prison custody level and for placement in work furlough or other
alternative placements.
The committee is greatly concerned about the increased proportion
of minority inmates in California prisons.20 Although Whites are a
majority of the state population. they are a minority in prison.21 Over
one~third

of inmates are Black, although less than 10 percent of the

state population is Black.22 Blacks and Mexican-Americans have a much'
higher prison commitment rate than Whites.23 State population projections show that the proportion of minorities within California will continue to grow.24a As it does, the proportion of minority inmates will
continue to grow, but at a faster rate.
The commitment rate for women

grown rapidly in recent years.24b

Nevertheless, women will still constitute a small part of the Department
of Corrections popu1ation.24c
DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS FACILITIES
Both Arthur Young and the Department of Corrections assess the
Department's current bed space to be

imately 23,500.25a Assuming

that five percent of the beds are not usable at any one time, the
Department has a present capacity of approximately 22,325 beds. The
Department's housing of up to 28,000 inmates in past years does not mean
that it presently has the capacity to house more than 22,325 inmates.
In prior years, many inmates were housed in crowded and unsafe facilities
which would not now withstand

1

, 1

alone satisfy

even minimal conditions which the committee feels should apply to
correctional faci1ities.25b
Many of the existing 23,500 beds presently available to the
Department of Corrections are substandard, as determined by their
noncompliance with American Correctional Association (ACA) standards and
California and federal laws and regu1ations.26
Arthur Young examined existing Department of Corrections cells and
II

dormitories in light of current ACA standards for living space.27 It
determined that the Department of Corrections would have to replace
6,113 male inmate beds that do no meet or approach the current ACA
standards for living space.28
The Department of Corrections applied its own standards, derived in
part from ACA standards.29 Using their standards, the Department
determined that more than half of existing beds in institutions for men
would have to be replaced for failing to meet "fire and life safety and
operational factors."30
The various correctional standards, state and federal laws and
regulations attempt to assure minimum acceptable conditions for inmates.
It is likely that California or federal courts would require the
Department to meet relevant provisions of California and federal law and
some national standards for correctional facilities.
The committee recommends that the Legislature determine which
correctional standards should be used to guide rennovation or construction
of California prison facilities.

This decision should follow study of

alternative standards by the Legislature, or some other body. Decisions
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substantially; that new and renovated prisons include sufficient
industrial, construction, farm or other work facilities to employ all
inmates housed in those institutions; and that restrictions on sale of
Department of Corrections' products be reduced3ld.

Full time work

opportunities should be provided to all inmates, including those in
maximum security prisons. The committee endorses suggestions made by
Arthur Young and Co. about administering a prison industry program and
recommends that the Department use these suggestions 1n developing 1ts
industry program.
The committee recommends that the legislature consider expanding
work time credit for full time work in an ·industry, construction, farm
or work program or full time participation in an education program or
some full time combination of these from one month per year of sentence
to three months per year.

The committee believes that expanded work

credit and/or increased pay would be needed to provide sufficient incentives to obtain inmate participation in work programs. To prevent
arbitrary awards, work time credit should be expanded only after the
Department has developed jobs to employ full time all inmates who want
to work.
OPTIONS FOR HOUSING FELONS:

NEEDED CUSTODY LEVELS

The committee concludes that the greatest need of the Department of
Corrections is minimum security housing for male inmates. Department of
Corrections facilities do not match the Department's inmates • Most of
the Department's inmates are low-security risks.32 Yet, both the
Department's existing facilities and its requests for new facilities are
weighted heavily toward medium and maximum security prisons.33
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Therefore, the

committee cannot determine how many substandard beds should be renovated/
replaced as level I beds (minimum custody) or as level II and III beds
or simply eliminated.

The total number of custody Level I beds within

the Department should be increased and the total number of custody level
II and III beds should be reduced.37b
The committee concludes that the Department of Corrections can
substantially reduce its need to construct new minimum security
facilities (Level I) by expanding both its present camp and community
pre-release programs which by 1985,

d accomodate up to 6,260 more

inmates than the number now placed in those programs. This number would
be sufficient to meet projected increases in prison population and the
replacement of some existing, substandard custody Level I, II and III
beds.37c In addition, both the camp and pre-release programs have a
flexibility that can contribute to more efficient planning.

•

Either type

of program can be expanded or contracted with relative ease to meet
deviations from projected population 1evels.37d
Other alternative placements

n

Department of Corrections

provide only limited or temporary solutions for housing inmates.
1) Expansion of Camps
The committee recommends that the present camp program be substantially expanded.

Department of Corrections camps demand lower capital

and operating costs than prisons;38 they provide services to the
public;39 and they provide more desirable living situations for many
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inmates.40 Both

and the Department of
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11 t es

provide suggest that higher risk inmates might be most appropriate for
placement in such facilities.

Since virtually all high-risk inmates are

now released directly to parole, their release four months earlier into
a well-supervised pre-release facility could substantially enhance
public safety.*
This will involve a substantial expansion of the present work
furlough and community pre-release programs. California currently makes
the least use of work furlough and pre-release programs among any prison
system in the country.47
The committee recommends that a separate division be established
within the Department of Corrections to develop and supervise the
expanded use of community placement facilities and to perform the
Department's classification of inmates.
The committee recommends that the Department of Corrections use
both private and public community placement facilities.

Department of

Corrections personnel would be assigned to supervise inmates placed in
the various programs. Both Arthur Young and the National Council on
Crime and Delinquency recommend that the Department of Corrections
· contract with private organizations to operate and provide housing for
community pre-release programs.48 This type of community pre-release
program should be guided by ACA standards49 and the experience of the
Federal Bureau of Prison which now places approximately 40 percent of
its inmates in pre-release programs.50 The Department of Corrections

*Some special cases may need separate facilities because of special
problems. We recon1nend tht a closely structured pre-release program be
developed for those high risk offench~rs that would not he accert,lhlf' in
a standard pre-release program.
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is presently considering an expansion of its present community prerelease program through expanded use of private contracts.Sl
Arthur Young surveyed existing community residential facilities
within California and determined

a community pre-release program

could expand quickly with up to 500 additional beds.52 Most of these
facilities presently house federal or local prisoners.53 Within
several years, a steady population of

3,500 inmates would be

housed in community pre-release facilities as all inmates would spend
the last four months of their terms in

facilities.54

The number of inmates housed in communi
further increased by using some facil

facilities could be

ies for longer term placement of

certain inmates, such as inmates who are serving long sentences but who
present little apparent risk to public safety.
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The National Council on Crime and Delinquency estimates that placements in short-term community facilities could account for a steady
population of over 1,800 inmates.57 The committee cannot evaluate the
feasibility of NCCD's suggestion, but foresees more limited placements
while the program remains experimental.
4)

Placements in County Jail

The committee recommends that the Department of Corrections use

•

available space in county jails as a means of avoiding acute overcrowding
of state prison facilities.

Arthur Young fdentffied beds for 623 male

inmates and six female inmates in jails in 11 counties.58 The Department is already using 100 of these beds in Fresno County.

These

facilities offer a per diem cost that is approximately the same as state
prisons, but their use would avoid the capital costs of approximately
one prison.59

Nevertheless, the committee feels that county jails do

not offer an adequate long-term alternative for placement of state
prisoners. Some of the available jail space does not meet relevant
standards and few jails offer the level of programs available in state
prison.60
5)

I

Other Existing Facilities

The committee was unable to identify any other facility that could
be economically modified to serve as a prison facility. Arthur Young
identified four facilities that might serve as sites for community prerelease centers or new camps.61
6) Petition for Early Release of Inmates
The Director of the Department of Corrections and the Board of
Prison Terms have the right under Penal Code Section 1670(d) and 1670(f)
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to petition the sentencing court for reduction of an inmate's prison
sentence.62 This provision is now rarely utilized.
recommends that

The committee

di ector consider more frequent use of this power,

but it does not foresee that this will

iab1y reduce the prison

population.

LOCAL ALTERNATIVES TO PRISON
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Even with expanded funding, use of local alternatives might not
reduce the prison population.

The National Council on Crime and

Delinquency found little support for alternative programs among local
criminal justice professionals within California.69 The use of
financial incentives to encourage local placement of felons seems to be
an ineffective and politically unstable strategy for decreasing prison
populations.70

Experiences in other states suggest local alternative

programs are often used not to divert offenders from prison, but rather
as programs for offenders who would not be sentenced to state prison.71
Finally, the Legislature's passage of mandatory prison bills prevents
local placements for an increasing proportion of convicted fe1ons.72
ESTABLISHMENT OF A COMMISSION ON STANDARDS AND JOINT LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE
The Legislature should appoint a commission to consider the conditions of state and local correctional facilities and standards that
should be used to evaluate those facilities.

The commission could

include members from the Judiciary, the Legislature, state and local
corrections, the prosecuting and defense bar, experts and public members.

The legislature should then adopt standards for correctional

facilities and direct the commission to monitor compliance with the
standards.
The committee recommends that the legislature establish a Joint
Legislative Committee on Corrections and Sentencing to study and develop
well planned state policy about correctional standards and conditions, a
plan for integrating the use of state and local correctional facilities,
11nd a sentencinq structure that can meet objectives defined by the
Legislature ln a

cost-effect:lve

lllctnrwr.

27

The Joint Committee should study the present sentencing laws and
rules and consider establishing an advisory sentencing commission to
evaluate suggested statutory changes in the present determinate sentence
law and the Judicial Councils' sentencing rules and to advise the
Legislature about the effects of those changes in correctional populations and public safety.
The determinate sentence law has achieved a number of important
objectives, including greater openness in cri
greater certainty about punishments.73

nal sentencing and

However, the law does not pro-

mote rational considerations of the costs and objectives of criminal
sentencing.74

As a result, the law has added to the increased costs of

the criminal justice system without clearly assuring greater protection
of the public.75 The determinate sentence law does not assure either
equitable sentencing or the appropriate control of discretion.76
Finally, the law does not consider, let alone contribute to, systemic,
integration of correctional resources at both the state and county
1eve1.77
The committee recommends that the legislature identify the
principal objectives to be achieved by criminal sentencing, the relative
priority of those objectives
devoted to achieve

objectives.77 The legislature could then

instruct the advisory sentenci
sentencing

ructure

the level of resources that should be

commission to develop a recommended

can achieve the objectives identified by the

legislature within the designated level of resources.78
sentencing commission could also devel
ity and to

tencing
in cri

nal

gi

The advisory

procedures to promote sen-

review the reasonable use of discretion
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CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON ALTERNATIVES
TO INCARCERATION
REV. ROBERT ARTHUR, los Angeles
Director of the Universal Fellowship of Metropolitan Community
Church's Institutional Ministry Program.

He edits Prisoner's Yellow

Pages, a biennial directory of organizations helping offenders and exoffenders. A former Massachussetts police officer, he has served on
numerous groups advising on the reform of the federal prison system.

He

was appointed by the Assembly Rules Committee on the recommendation of
Honorable Michael Roos.
JOHN BALMA, Redding
The Sheriff of Shasta County for the last 35 years, he is credited
with major reforms both of the Sheriff's Department and, earlier, the
Redding Police Department.

•

Shasta County's leading advocate of jail

reform, he was appointed by the Senate Rules Committee on the recommendation of Honorable Ray Johnson.
CLIFFORD BONHAM, Fresno

•

Member, Fresno County Juvenile Justice Commission; former Youth
Authority Parole Agent; Supervisor; Training Officer and hearing representative; former regional Vice President of CPPCA.

Presently

employed by the School of Social Work, CSU Fresno. Appointed by the
Senate Rules Committee on the recommendation of Honorable Ken Maddy.
BRADLEY D. BROWN, Waterford
Specializing in juvenile law and counseling, he is the Juvenile
Court Work Program Coordinator for the Stanislaus County Probation
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Department. A recipient of the Outstanding Service Award from the
California Youth Authority, he was appointed by the Senate Rules
Committee on the recommendation of Honorable John Garamendi.
BEN CLARK, Riverside
Riverside County Sheriff since 1963, he is the past president of
the California Peace Officers' Association, served on the President's
Crime Commission from 1964 to 1968, and helped develop the California
Council of Criminal Justice and the California Commission on Peace
Officer Standards and Training.

He was appointed by the Senate Rules

Committee on the recommendation of Honorable Robert Presley.
ALICE ELLIS, Pacific Grove
A former Member of the Monterey County Grand Jury; former board
president, member and chairwoman of Friends Outside Inc., and former
chairwoman of the League of Women Voters' Subcommittee to study the
Monterey County jail system; she has been especially involved in counseling programs at Soledad Prison.

She was appointed by the Assembly

Rules Committee on the recommendation of Honorable Henry Mello.
MAUREEN FENLON, San Quentin
As the Executive Director of Centerforce, a network of 15 prison
visitor centers in California, she has worked clo·sely with the State
Department of Corrections and the United States Bureau of Prisons. She
has published numerous articles about community involvement in the criminal justice system.

She was appointed by the Senate Rules Committee

on the recommendation of Honorable Nicholas Petris.
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LEWIS H. FUDGE, Sacramento
A retired career employee with the Department of Corrections, he
has served as its Senior Institutional Planner, Deputy Warden of San
Quentin Prison, and Associate Superintendent of the Sierra Conservation
Center.

He was appointed by the Senate Rules Committee on the recommen-

dation of Honorable Albert Rodda.
JANE RUDEL JACKSON, Oakland
Accessibility advocate for the National Gray Panthers and a
physically disabled activist, she was a counselor and instructor for
seven years at the New York State Prison and Reformatory for Women. A
past chairperson of the Vocare' Foundation Halfway House for Women, she
is presently active in numerous statewide, county, and community advisory groups, and was appointed by the Assembly Rules Committee on the
recommendation of Honorable Elihu Harris.
JAMES LEWIS, San Francisco
Employed in the Parole and Community Services Division of the Department
of Corrections for the last nine years, he is an ex-offender who served
3 1/2 years in San Quentin Prison for burglary and kidnap.

He has lec-

tured to various groups and testified before a congressional subcommittee
on crime in 1977.

He was appointed by the Joint Rules Committee on the

recommendation of Honorable Milton Marks and Honorable Art Agnos.
JAN MARINISSEN, Berkeley
Prison reform activist with the American Friends Service Committee,
he has participated extensively in a wide variety of self-help programs
for ex-offenders and was on the Citizens Advisory Committee to Revise
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the Minimum Jail Standards, which reported to the Board of Corrections.
He has been a part-time chaplain at both San Quentin Prison and the
Martinez Juvenile Hall.

He was appointed by the Assembly Rules

Committee on the recommendation of Honorable Elihu Harris.
MAUREEN O'CONNELL, Alameda
A deputy sheriff in the Alameda County Sheriff's Department, she is
Director of the Peace Officers' Research Association of California
{PORAC) and serves on several of its committees. She is also a member
of the National Association of Police Organizations and was appointed by
the Assembly Rules Committee on the recommendation of Honorable leo T.
McCarthy.
ANTONIA RADILLO, Fair Oaks
The former chairperson of the State Bar Commission on Corrections,
she also has served on the Community Release Board, the California
Council on Criminal Justice, and the California Women's Board of Terms
and Parole, which she chaired.

A one-time public defender in San

Bernardino County, she was appointed by the Assembly Rules Committee on
the recommendation of Honorable John Knox.
CLYDE SMALL, Redding
Now in private law practice, he is a former Superior Court Judge
for Shasta County, and former deputy district attorney for both
Sacramento and Mendocino Counties.

He is a strong advocate of judicial

reform and was appointed by the Senate Rules Committee on the recommendation of Honorable Ray Johnson.
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Retired as the Chief of the United States Courts' Division of
Probation, he was the Administrator for Criminal Justice Programs at
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and federal panels dealing with prisons and probation.
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sultant to the Federal Judicial Center and the Division of Probation.
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of Honorable Leo T. McCarthy.
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